the principal uniformed military advisor to
the president, the National Security Council,
and the secretary ol defense. Also, the
views of the combatant commanders need
stronger, more purposeful representation
within the councils of the joint chiefs and
during weapon requirements decision-
making.

The report noted that, as the sixth mem-
ber of that group, the four-star vice-
chairman would assist the chairman meas-
urably by representing the Interests of the
combatant commanders, and co-chairing
the Joint Requirements Management
Board, while performing other duties as pro-
scribed by the chairman.

Improvements are likewise needed In tho
several unified and specified commands
into which combat forces are organized.
The measure of command now accorded
the combatant commanders is not always
sufficient to ensure the successful, cohesive
performance of U.S. forces. If they are to
fully meet their mission responsibilities, tho
unified commanders must have authority
that goes beyond operational command.

An outgrowth of World War II philoso-
phies, today's command structure is de-
signed to deal with hlgh-intonsily conflict
across vast global regions. While it may be
appropriate for general war, that structure Is
not always well-suited to the regional crises
and conflicts that are more common today.
The Unified Command Plan should there-
fore be revised to ensure the Increased flex-
ibility needed In dealing with situations that
overlap the geographic boundaries of the
current combatant commands.

Acquisition organization
and procedures

Although DoD already has realized signif-
icant savings through Improved procure-
ment techniques, the executive and legisla-
tive branches can do more to Increase the
stability of national security planning and
budgeting and thereby reap additional re-
wards. Current program and funding Insta-
bilities thwart economies of scale, lead to
program stretchouts, and deter contractors
from making long-term capital Investments,

Responsibility for acquisition policy, for
instance, is fragmented. No single DoD

senior official provides overall supervision
of the acquisition system; a new position,
under secretary of defense (acquisition), is
In order. The incumbent would set policy for
procurement and research and develop-
ment, oversee the entire acquisition system,
and exercise responsibility for monitoring
the administration and auditing of
contractors.

Additionally, acquisition managers need
to do a better job of determining require-
ments and estimating costs at the outset of
systems development. A larger investment
of money and engineering at the front end
ol the cycle would result in timely fielding of
more reliable and effective systems, Project
managers should fully test system and
subsystem prototypes before advancing
programs to full-scale development. The
early phases of research and development
should employ extensive Informal competi-
tion and streamlined procurement proc-
esses. Moreover, they should demonstrate
that the technology being tested can signifi-
cantly Improve military capability.

All too often, requirements for new
weapon systems are overstated, leading to
unnecessarily lengthy, complex, and cost-
driving specifications. Rather than impose
excessively rigid military specifications,
DoD should make greater use of off-the-
shelf components, systems, and services.
The department should develop custom-
made items only when commercially avail-
able items are clearly inadequate to satisfy
military requirements.

Other changes are needed in federal law
and DoD regulations to better promote
commercial-style competition that empha-
sizes quality, established performance, and
price. This Is particularly true in the areas of
research and development and professional
services. In a related vein, DoD and Con-
gress should expand use of multlyear pro-
curement for high-priority systems, a move
that would lead to increased program stabil-
ity and lower unit prices.

Government-industry
accountability

Cooperation between government and in-
dustry Is essential if private enterprise is to
I its role in the defense acquisition proc-

ess. However, questionable practices that
undercut public confidence in the defens^
contracting process jeopardize this partner-
ship and should be eliminated.

For example, aggressive and sustained
enforcement of civil and criminal (aws j s
necessary to deter misconduct and safe-
guard the reputation of contractors who op-
erate lawfully and ethically. But authorities
could strengthen enforcement by amending
the civil False Claims Act and providing for
the administrative adjudication of small
false-claims cases.

Moreover, to ensure that their practices
comply with law, defense contractors
should vigorously and vigilantly enforce
codes of ethics that address the unique
problems associated with military procure-
ment. They must also develop and imple-
ment internal controls to monitor adherence
to these principles and assure contract
compliance. Contractors should go even
further and recognize their legal and moral
obligation to alert government officials to
misconduct uncovered through self-review.
By the same token, DoD must ensure that
its military and civilian personnel comply
with the same high standards expected of
contractor employees.

Defense agencies and Congress need to
Improve and coordinate their oversight of
contractor operations too. They should for-
mulate guidelines that will reduce duplica-
tion of effort and better enable audit
agencies to share contractor data.

But the services and the Defense Logis-
tics Agency should suspend or debar a firm
only to protect the public interest, that is,
when a contractor lacks "present responsi-
bility" to do business with the government.
They should not do so solely as a response
to an indictment or conviction predicated on
former conduct. The Federal Acquisition
Regulations must therefore precisely de-
scribe the conditions under which punitive
action is appropriate and establish criteria
that managers can use for determining
whether a contractor lacks present respon-
sibility. Additionally, the secretary of de-
fense should issue policy guidance that en- -
sures uniform administration of suspensions
and debarments.

The commission will release a detailed
report on its findings and conclusions in
June 1986.
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